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lop64 ar theory in .the meadlan framework

which
\

s -

eiple}ps’o e asbéct o£ the socxal—psychologxcal dynamlcs wh1ch encourage

."" ,
soc{a partxcxpatlon. Thls theory 1s«then,;ested usang data collected

» V4 ¥
from aqpopulét1on-o£ h1gh school students.

e

”

L ] 3

M *

.
activities.
. .

It was found thdt students

*

parents were not associated with participation in social activities.

'who petcexved their fam111es as'well-1ntegrated that is as haV1ng roles,

This result was found even though close relationships with

.

"norﬁs'and goals, are studénts who'part1c}pate ig high séhool social

‘
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/{‘ FAMILY I§FLUENCE'ON.TEENAGE PARTICIPATION
&N SCHOOL ACTIVITIES .
) N .
The research reported in this paper is concerned with the re1atlon— - P
-
i 4 . i ./ ’
ship between social part1c1pat10n and the family structure While a-

/

Oa

great deal of resarch has been done on the impact of part1c1patlon/6n the .
Q . ¢ - A

society and on the ind%vidual there is little research whj deals with’

ptedicting who will particlpate in social act1V1t1es, “Only two structur—

’

al varlables are typ1ca11y assoc1ated w1th soc1a1 part1c1pat1on. The -

»
N y

first such variable is sécial class. A qar1ety of’ researchers have quite ’ //

. consistently found that the higher the social class the more freque.t the
- A ‘

social participation (Bell and_Forcea 1956; Freeman, Novak and Reeder, A

1957; Wright and Hyman, 1958). * The second variable associated wigh .
kL '.’ / - ’
soc1a1 participation is family pért1c1patxon Dugkheim (1951:211) notes
in, h1s discussion of egoism that part1c1patlon dn the fam11y group

°

¢reates in the 1nd1v1dua1 the sent1ments of sympathy and soc1a1 solldar-

.. . .’ ’ . ; ’ . ('.
. ity which draw him toward others. - Soc1ety becomes necessary to the
. /’

. ' 2

individual and he becomes sociablef 1f a,persod lives outside of an -, .
Voo '
S 1ntegrated family situation, ‘that person deVelops fewer sentxments “for.
. el
)
—others, is less penetrated by the need to be soclableiand is therefore R

- 2

’,

’

- more willing to be 1solated (1951: 215) * Dager, (1964 75) a1so.pred;cts -

4

N that if closn fam11y tiés do not occur a person will 1earn o rely only on,
. » self. ‘And Booth (1972 190) has found that in every case, .men and woman

.
. LIS - - >

with rich kxn resources report rich 1nterpersona1 resources in oth
- "
areas. They have more ties to the communlty both in voluntary organ a-
/(
tions and 1n informal friendships, ; : LA 'f. R

] . . Q

N ¢

The analys1s done by George Herbert Mead on the developme f of 8

<y
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T _\goals ‘of “the group.

consistent self in response to a generalized other suggests a theoretical

reason for the observed association between - the family and. social™

) h -
El

participation. Mead (1934 140) has defmed a self as that*whlch can be
! ' s . ’ - v G @
an objeet*to itself. The individual imagines the responses others w111

'

'make to his behavior. He then directs his own behavior to the’ expected

oo~ ! ‘ e

responses of those others. As Mead points out, this requires that the

AJ

‘individual®take the role of others. At first~this role-taking process is

.
4

carried out by taking the role of only one other, a~pr'8cess which Mead

compares Yo play. When the child takes the role of one other, the child

. responds to\tﬁg immediate stimuli from that other (1934:152) -Bft/the

child; taking the role of one person at’;ime and responding to that one

person in his imagination, ddes not develop an ‘integrated self.
Eventually the role-t;klng process is carrleq out‘w1th a generahz-

¥ \

ed other, a process which Mead compares to the game.

‘

IThe child must take

Che roles of all the others in the game, he must take into account the

rules governing the acts of those others, and he 'must also.take into
account the> different soci‘al projects which®the group is carrying out
(1?34:155). He must respond to_the entire coniplexity of the situation
rather than’ t;'o one other person. sﬁThcy self most frequently is ob\jecé'to a’

complex social situation where a variety of roles. are ‘regulated hy the

social norms of the group, and where social ‘behavior is judged by the-

.
»

-It is the group of’ people perceived as acting

together which We refer to as the’ generahzed other. Whll'e\ occasionglly

- .

the actor takeé the role of only one other, she must usually respond to .

- \

the gene’rali"zed other- » ¢
2 3 Laed ornen . R

- Mead stressed.that_ the generalized_\ither must have roles, it must
. ° ’ N . . -

= -
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./have neras integrating the roles, =°7 it must fiave commonly understood

.

_- - group projects. -4 farily background with roles, with 'norms and with

group projects would proride the g:'nild’with ‘the opportunity to imnteract

A $
¥

with 2 generalized othcr. Where family behavior appea?s to be impulsive
t ‘- . rather rhan qtruc’tured where norms ate not clearly \di:scerna.ble, _and

* & A}
) ’x where group projects are elther non—cxist ent or not cttalr\able the chlld
i

~t

cannot learn, F\r/om the family ho’xi fo interact w-t:h a generahzed other.

s
-

Learniag to interact with the t;dmily as gener{ized other should

ficilitate suct interaction with other groupé. If the familv cannot be

“ . "

-

4 .
see other gro.ps-as atunified’generalized other.. This suggests that the

. . . o - ’ . ! - b . ) o
’ find it easier to interact with other groups thaa will the child .wbc Ras
. . -  not had =u§, 2 -am:.ly experleqce‘. ‘ \ '
¢ ' . . H qA
. : . "Mead's dascus smn of the g\_nerahz\ed "other sugges.t:s the folloving
-~ ‘' ) * - - t, e

assumpticns abcut the family in relation to socjal participation. First,

°

the.. famly is norma]iy the first "ger;eralized other" of the child:

&

A ' 'Second the family that has the. necessary mtegrat;on of rcles, norms emd
. y ‘goalsg».will 'g,‘i.;ve the child the oppo:tun’ity to develgp_ a generalized
- . . - . o
c:ther,- And t:h/ird "the chi\m\socia~li;eé in such a family will be better
able/w p’;ruvlpate soc1<.11’v ou""xd& t‘xe ,am:l*' . ./

. & Tiese assu-e\(zonv ad the 'vpo’h\_ms éerwed fro~ thzy ave statad

. «
K
. ‘m B v
\ # .

~ $# - “ - * - 4
ce . 2 omole ,fcwu ly‘as fc-.Lcws: ‘ L S e .
. ' ?,, . - T el - '»-‘ DA ‘ N
. ' na T * .
4 vefialiiml: Toe | fonil .ba;,bas 1hf= rated roles norme and oals is
& . } ?
‘e J’? . 1 o . ““‘ . T : ’ ’
rd o * *- ap- integrated.family, . ~ ‘

o ' 7 . . . .
. hd - 4 . v

. -~ : . . : > ‘ d -
. rocognized as”a generalized other, 1t would Be more difficult to learn to

) ". ‘.. o ) . \o"
child‘who learns to interact With the family as a gereralized ofner will.
’ 2 L Y .

‘

v




. e 4

Assumption 1: The‘inte rated family will, g.‘i.ve the chi;d the opportunity

- to ‘deve OP a generalized" ‘other in’ thé famlly

g Assumption 2: The child who has .developed a generahzed other 1n the

.

fami .y will be better able to participate socially out-

51d the famlly

-
. (3 N

+  Assumption 3: Th ab111ty to part1c1pate socially outsxde the fam11y
, .

leads to a hlgher rate of such part1c1pat1on..

- -

w/ .

Hypothesis 1: amily "integration 1s ﬁbs1t1ve1y assoc<1,ated w1th .soc1a1

par\t’icipation.

METHODOLOGY
-

. ) " in East Lhicago, Indiana, A questionnaire was administered to the ninth,

"

espondents were new residents. Ihe researchers presumed there would not

i\ R
L ]

have been time for these students to establlsh full part1c1pa.t10n bes:ause

so v

leaving a total of 1868 cases. The populatlon studled is worklng class

and is balanced raci'alsly Appronmated 35 per cent oY Ahe students are

’

/ . . a - 4

A\ »
L) h , . N »
Pl / . . 'y

T isolated racially. ' .

/ ) . | , | B ' . . (

]

tgtal of 1966 usuable questionndires were obtamed Of these, 128

white, 35 per cent are black and 30 per cent are Lat:.n. Thus no one'in

) .- the. group ‘should fail to participate s'o]‘.ely‘on/he .basis ofﬁ beingr

’

L

°

of their mobxhty, so these respondents were deleted from the pdpu’lat:.on, ;

0%,
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Measures vf Social Participation - . . ] © e ‘

In. the questionnaire the students were - asked how often}they dated,

] -

how many clubs .they belonged to in school, how many "clubs they belonged

to‘outside of school,

.and how often they attended sports events.'

serve as four indicators ‘of participation.

These

-

Students were also asked to-

v

. individual.

name the1r frlends and three types of data were "derived from this

information.

’

First was a count of the number of fr1ends named by each

~

‘respondent,

_second was a count of the number of times sthe respondent was
named by othgrs;, and third was the mumber of reciprocal friends, that is,
1 s

o

_ the number ‘of times reSpoan?t was named by those that he ox she named.

. ) . . , \ . . ) . - )
Each of these séven measures is used 'in the analysis as-a separate

e A - s . . . .
measure of participation. In addition, five measures which are not

cnrrelated'were used. to deveIOp an index . of Participation for,each

Thesé f1ve items are dat1ng, 301n1ng clubs. in school,

. . 4

joining clubs out of school, attending sports events and being named by

’

The items were weighted equally and

*

at least ope person as a friend.

7ummed to develop the index. This 1ndex serves as the e1ghth measure of

g
part1c1pat10n and reflects the variety of participation rather than the .

type of participation. ' " : .

- . -
®

}Measufe of Family Integffation : :

. theory.

[y

»
*

! The family integration measure used ir this research was based
. . L. i v -
on the concept of social integration as formulated in social structural

, ‘The set of ten, items in the family iutegration measure wers
: ) | :
based on a review of the litérature which specified aspects necessary to

v

The first statement reads rate

2

and is directed .at ritual

family integration. "In my family we ce

birthdays and some other holidays! in the

~

-

-

By




. P v ’ . : ‘e

famjly. The second statement reads "In, my, family we all.know what is

, - expected of us," the third statement reads "In my family there is a great

. ’ deal “of fighting and tens&on":ani‘tﬁe fourth statement reads "In my

. * .
- R .

family nothing'ever seems to get done rlght. These«statements reflect

E]

the existence of norms and functions. The next f1ve statements refiect .
a ‘ \ 4

. 8 '
» .

interpersonal integMation and read as follbws:_ "In my famlly we help

’ S ' . .

‘ .each other whemeVEr we canJ:‘ "In ny family‘We a%lf&@re about each e ,
other.’ 'In my‘family we tell each other what ' our ;lans are." "in my-‘.' -

famil; we stiek up for eaé; ohﬂ;; when ssmeth}n% goes wrong.”" Item tén p‘

. "Ours is a happy family" is a'§ummary statement which shapld-meflect the .

ovenall feellng about the 1utegrat10n of—the famlly ‘ : -

- Scoring of the family 1nteg:ation measure was done by summlng . R

responses to the ten items., The respquse alternatlve provided for each -

~ A [ - £ -

item in the scale - all of the time, most of the time, some of the time,
. o - . .. % ’
and none of the time - were arbitrarily weighted_aﬁa\summed. The scores

.- .
- B . - - A

*Akf;rapge—frouriq to 40, with a mean and .median-of 30 amd’a standard deviation

' N A . .o
* . of 4.7. t\ : . i ~ ¢ - . .

. In addition to " the famlly 1ntegrat10n index, an identification

> \ -
e e index was used to determine whether close relatlonshlps w1th one or both
N R . - i‘; P T\
parents would be associated. with social.participation. Items in this .

B . " ' .
measure .asked the students if thty were helped or influenced by their
& . . . . R . - . . . , -

parents, 3£ they were similar to their parents, if they were close to

2 .

their parents, ané 1if they admire their,‘ﬁarents. Five items wen , K
[ ] . f
constchted wish: Each of Lﬂe ‘above elements in a separate questlon "The | .
- A 7’ ' \'
. first question, for example read as fOIIOWS' "Thlnk of all the 1mporta1t

B - ~

things in ysur life. :Considering all of tife$e things, would you say that
. ~ N . ‘ R
o \ L g R
ERIC o o 9 R S
P oo v . . L v o - .

ta . " ? * c. - 1 . ..




the following people hélp you very much to get these important things,
*'k‘ip you, help you a little, or don' t he1p youljt all? "Father and

"Mother" ,were among thdse listed 1n the response set. WeLghts of 4.
through 1 were arbitrarily assigned to the responses and then susmed.
. ) S . ’ T
N ‘ re . . . * .
) ' . FINDINGS
. . . . ’ . 3 RN
. \ . * * : ) N .

' The mean soc1a1 participation scores vere computed for high’and low

N

leGels.of family integration. It was‘found that in every measure of .
. soc1a1 partiCipatipn, the mean 'participation score is higher for res- g
} . *

pondents scoring high on family integration than for those scoring low on
family integration. A. summary of this relationship is given in Table 1.

.The difference in the means is significant in every case except in the

.
. N ! . ’ -

"number of-times named" by others as friend. These findings demonstrate'

that membership in ap integrated family group is associated with social
- A ‘ . ‘ h

. participation in groups outside the famity. .

. 3

Mean participatior scores for each 'sex and by identification with

v .
edch parent are shown in Tables 2 and 3. When we control for family
1ntegration,,the re1ationship between parental identification and social

.

f_f e participation is not ‘significant in almost every. case. An analysis’ of ’

- LN .
] k;’ - variahce(shows'that there is ho interaction affect between these two
. - .: . variables, . .The .significant’ varihbie is famii§ integration and «not

e - idantification with the indi idusl barent. The faCt that identification .

A

[ A

' that hdve a_ conszstent i rluence -on soCial participation. .
) - o~
-~ ‘ - ~
' .
. .
- * - r { - '
. < ot » .
- L0 . ~ A
= Q » . . . oy
Wiiﬁﬁﬂ . ’ \>
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" DISCUSSION .

. . N . . -
4. -~ Y

. . . . S S -
This research ,project was designed to fac111tate a better under-

«
3 . l

|
standxng of the relat10nsh1p betqge\. fam11y 1ntegrat10n and soc1a1

A v -

oo . part1c1pat10n Famlly background varlables, it was suggested, would be

¢ .
‘ » s L 4

positively related to.soc1alqpert1ctpatlon. . .

- Wé have found that family background is indeed, related to social
. . N — . \

!

.
-

N fé% participation. The measure of family.integration is consistently and

signifiéant}y r€lated to all of thesmeasureswof,social partiq}pation. We

‘

can with‘confidénce conclude that a positive:perception of the family as
. . . ¥ . {
o . a group is associated with social participation. L a

. > A "

-

‘ Our results ‘also suggest that fanily integration is more clgeely

. assoc1ated with socjal partlﬂlpatlon than is the strength of the. parent-

'n

)
Y e "chiyd reLatlonshlp.' The thepretlcal re&sons 1nt1mated by Durkhelm and .by

Mead suggest that the ‘structure of the family is important 'in learning

-

° '

how «to particinate in other sécial groups. Durkheim treated social

s

participation and it's inverse, social isolation, as* behav1or which is

PR

~ ] .

4 . “ ., : - H

¢ & ~ ~
‘solidarity is learned in a well-structured social group. Mead. also
’ ~ R

suggests that the structure of the gfbup is 1mportant in 1earn1ng group’ -

“participation. Mead deals spec1flca11y w1th the dlfferent role—tak1ng

‘
9 i

, processes associated with ififerattion between 1nd1v1duals and interac*®
: L4 '\ .
tion between the individual and the group. , His discussiofi’ of the

generalized other ppiﬁts out the*necessity of‘leerning how to interagt

1

- L 'Pﬁz}th\a group’ as a group. The individual must learn to take the role of
- . 4 s ' .

' the generalized other'rathier than the role of individual others in order

. . .
a . . N R '

1S - - - . .. .

: learned in the, social group.. ~ He argued that dependence on social-
rnee e 1€ . : ! f

-

o
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' to participate socially.

N © , > Our data suggest that the integrated family provides the strugthre -

. " of a generalized other. A family which i$ perceived as\having.noms\a&a—— .
=< . - .
’ N . « .

goals is a family that is associated wl'th participation 1n.sqhoof
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TABLE 1: MEAN PARTICTPATION ‘SCORES IN LOW AND HIGH INTEGRATED FAMILIES
- / ’ . * * . -

S

.

kAL

N = 1868 BOYS = 954 - Girls = 914
‘ . ~ - - R
. . ’ - . % -LOW_ FAMILY HIGH FAMILY, -~
_: ACTIVITY . N INTEGRATION INTEGRATION
MEAN DATING SCORE, Total 7 2.63 2.79
" Boys ) ‘ 2.54 2.84 :
Girls = “2.73 2.72
" NUMBER OF CLUBS IN SCHODL, Total 87 >1.03
Boys | ' .83 1.00
Girls - . .91 1.06
CLUBS OUT OF SCHOQL, Total \ > .67 .85
" Boys . .65 .73
Girls .69 .93
SPORTS EVENTS SCORE, Total 2.54 2.61
< - . .
Boys 2,60 2.60
" 7 Girls . 2.46 2.62
B ’ <Ml
NUMBER OF FRIENDS NAMED, Total 5.1 5.35
Boys 4.88 5.19
Girls 5.38 5.50
TIMES NAMED BY OTHERS, Total - T3.a7 0 . 3.3
Boys . . ' . 3.02 . 2.96
GiTls C . 3.35 _3.63
Y . -
RECIPROCAL FRIENDS, Total 1.39 1.53 .
Boys , . { Co1a2 1.22
Girls . 1.69 1.82
. ) P . >
MEAN TNDEX SEORE, Total . 2.98 3.28
3 )
Boys 2,96 . 3.:26-
_Girls . 2.99 3.30
Jede Student's. t.is significant at .05 lgvel or less. t
e ' ; c T
{ - [}
(e, T \

~

\

Xk

xk

X%

X%

X%
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‘TABLE 2: “BOYS' MEAN PARTICIP
+  PARENTS AND BY LEVE

°
°

ACTIVITY -~

.

'd . ¢
MEAN NG SCORE .
’ Low FI

High FI

NUMBER OF CLUBS IN SCHOOL
Low, FI )
High FI ,

CLUBS OUT OF SCHOOL
Low FI

.- "High FI

SPORTS EVENTS SCORE
Low FI
High I

. &

NUMBER OF FRIENDS.NAMED
Low -FI." - ' ' .
High FI- /

i

TIMES NAMED BY' OTHERS
Low RI Lt
High FI

RECTPROCAL FRIENDS
Low FL
High FI

s

‘MEAN INDEX SCORE

. " Low FI . *

High FI

L

>

ATTON SCORES BY LOW AND HI

-

GH IDENTIFICATION WITH.

L OF FAMILY INTEGRATION (FT)

. . # St R
+ = IDENTIFICATION ‘IDENTIFICATION
WITH FATHER WITH MOTHER
Low High Low High
N=478 N=454 N=478 . N=4S4 .
2.56 2.50 2.68 %% 2.30
2.88 2.80 2.86 2.80
- < .81 .88 .87 .79
.89 1.07 85 ¥+ 1,07
‘.58 w77 ' .6;5 .64
.71 .80 .6 .82
2.58 2.62 2.61  +2.60
2 .61 2.58 2.53 2.64
. ;
4.76 *% 513 4.79. 5,03
5.28 5.18 5.23 . 5.17
2.90 3,18 %.oa 2.98
3.00 2.95 .20 2.81
1.06 1.:22 1.10 1.13
1.35 1.16 1.26 1.20
2,92 3.00 3.05 2.84
3.20 3,28 . 3.10 3.33
s %

Lo
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TABLE 3:

v

\

ACTIVITY  ~ 4

. s . ) ,
MEAN DATING SCORE
. Low FI
High FI
gUMBER OF GLUBS IN SCHOOL
: Low F
High [FI

CLUBS OUT'OF SCHOOL
Low FI “

L)

MEAN INDEX SCORE
Lpw FI
High FI

\

IDENTIFICAIION
* WITH FATHER T
{
Low High
N=415 N=486
. 275 . 2.68 .
2.83 2.55
.92 .94 N
1.00 1.16
) ’ W
.70 .68 .
.88 .99
sl
2.44 - 2,55 °
2.61 2.64 I\
5.30 5.64 .
5.53 ° 7 5.49
3.27 3.69 /
3.66 3.61
- v
1.63 - %% 1,99
1.88 1,77
2.95 3.20 N
3,27 3.35
= >
; $
.1(3, /\\Q,/ )
& " \'
K

4

GIRLS' MEAN PARTICTPAT[ON SCORES BY LOW AND HIGH IDENTIFICATION WITH
PARENTS AND BY LEVEL OF FAMILY INIEGgATlON (F1)

L 4 4 "’. ‘ . i
IDENTIFIGATION . . %7 .
WITH MOTHER\ L T e
Low - Righ g _f
N=415 © ¢N=486 . .o
2.73 2.72 |
2.64° 2,79 , |

R 3 .
;. s
.95 86
1.08- .06 Y -




